TransCom N2O model inter-comparison -Part 1: Assessing the influence of transport and surface fluxes on tropospheric N2O variability by Thompson et al.

General comments
This study investigates the influence of surface emissions, tropospheric transport, and transport from stratosphere to troposphere (STT) on the variability of atmospheric N2O concentrations through observations (NO2, SF6, CFC-12) and their equivalents from 6 different transport models and two model variants. All the models underestimate the inter-hemispheric (IH) (i.e., south to north) gradient of N2O concentrations, while models that have provided results for SF6 reasonably capture this gradient. Focusing on the seasonality and the inter-annual variabilities of the studied species, the authors show that the surface emissions and/or the STT in the Northern Hemisphere (NH) are the causes of the underestimate of the observed inter-hemispheric gradient by the models. Indeed, the authors show that the seasonality of CFC-12 (which has emissions reasonably known in NH and has its sink in the stratosphere) is well captured by the models that provided results on CCF-12, but the STT seems to be more vigorous in the models. Regarding the Southern Hemisphere (SH), all the models fail to simulate the seasonality of both N2O and CFC-12 concentrations. The authors conclude that the STT is not well reproduced by the models. Interestingly, the authors point out the potential deficiency in the Brewer-Dobson model in explaining the seasonality of STT in SH based on the observations. Most of these results are consistent with some recent studies reported in literature. The study clearly shows that there is still a room for such work since as inherent in the model intercomparison exercise, the identified issues of each of the studied models cannot be investigated in details. Hence, as a future work, I suggest to the authors to focus on each of these models to quantify the contribution of each of the identified issues (when possible).
The authors have fully considered the main comments of my first review relevant for ACPD. The paper is now clear and the results are clearly explained. Hence, I recommend it to be published in ACP after considering the few minor comments reported below: Since all models use the same prior fluxes (OCNPIC), differences in the modelled growth rates are due directly to differences in the net cross-tropopause N2O flux, which depend (not s here) on the upward and downward mass fluxes and the above and below tropopause N2O mixing ratios. The authors can add that these differences are linked to the meteorology used in each model and also the vertical definition of the models. 
